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Dear Sir; 

This applicalion was originally tiled with 28 claims. 

In a first Otliee Action on the merits of August 23, 2006, the Examiner 
issued ail Office .Action specitlcally addressing and rejecting each of claims 1--28 on 
prior art. 

In a response filed November 20, 2006, the applicant placed several of the 
dependent claims in independent fonrij including each of tiie elements of their parent 

claim. 
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In the Office Action of February 7, 2007, the Examiner held the 
dependent claims which were placed in independent form to be constructively elected 
and withdrawn from consideration because "The inventions in these groups relate to 
the originally-filed invention as subcombinations usable together, the 
subcombinations do not overlap in scope and are not obvious variations of one 
another." 

The applicants assert that holding these claims constructively elected was 
done in error. 

First, each of the dependent claims incorporated each of the elements of 
their parent claim. None of the claims which have been held as constructively 
non-elected are directed to a subcombination of their parent claim. Rather, each 
constructively non-elected claim includes all of the elemente of the original parent 
claim. For example, original claim I includes four elements: (1) a primary coil, (2) a 
shield coil, (3) a plurality of coil jumps, and (4) a current path. Claim 5, which had 
depended from claim 1 and which is now held as constructively non-elected also 
includes four elements: (1) the primary coil, (2) the shield coil, (3) the coil jumps, and 
(4) the cun-ent path. Claim 5 differs from claim 1 in that it sets forth the primary coil 
with greater specificity. That is, it is directed to the same combination of elements, 
but claims the primary coil more specifically. It is submitted that claim 5 differs in 
scope, but not as a subcombination from claim 1 . 

Similarly, independent claim 18, which was examined in the first Office 
Action, called for three method steps: (1) circulating an electric current through a 
primary coil, (2) circulating an electric current through a shield coil, and (3) 
communicating the electric current. New claim 1 9 calls for the same three steps plus 
one additional step. Because claim 19 contains all of the steps of originally examined 
method claim 18, plus an additional step, it is submitted that it cannot be a 
subcombination. Similarly, when dependent claim 25 was placed in independent 
form, it again included the three method steps of parent claim 18, i.e., the two 
circulating steps and the communicating step. Claim 25 added an additional step. 
Because when claim 25 was placed in independent form, it included all of the steps of 
its original parent claim, plus more, it is submitted that claim 25 cannot be a 
subcombination of the parent claim. 

Not only is the Examiner's assertion that the consfructively non-elected 
claims are subcombinations, the Examiner is further incorrect in asserting a 



constructive election of claims that had been previously examined. Again, the 
Examiner examined and issued an Office Action on all 28 original claims. Placing 
dependent claims in independent form including all of the eleitients of their original 
parent claim does not set forth a new or restrictable invention. Rather, because the 
Examiner has already issued an Office Action on all claims, the holding that some of 
the originally examined claims are now constructively non-elected is erroneous. 

An early reversal of the Examiner's constructive election and an Office 
Action on the merits of all claims is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FAY SHARPE LLP 
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